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Institutional Transformation as Scholarly Activity:
The Experience of Portland State University
Charles R. White and Judith A. Ramaley
Portland State University
Abstract─ In American higher education, change is continuous but occurs most often at the margins,
generally taking the form of piecemeal or isolated efforts and programs.  Only rarely are change projects
comprehensive in their scope and transformative in their effects.  In this chapter we describe the context
for comprehensive curricular change  at Portland State University and offer a more general theoretical
construct about institutional change in higher education.
     That there are so few examples of comprehensive institutional change in American higher education
is indicative of the complex mix of internal and external factors that constrain change efforts.  We have
found that while external factors provide an array of supportive and threatening messages, internal
conditions determine whether the institution will choose to respond by creating an environment sup-
portive of comprehensive change.  From the Portland State experience we identify and discuss several
factors which contributed to our decision to approach institutional reform in a comprehensive manner.
     A hallmark of the Portland State approach is that institutional reform is understood to be a scholarly
activity, not administrative work.  As we progressed through the change process we have identified
three sets of scholarly questions which guide our work.  These have followed each other in a "genera-
tion" sequence as the institution has moved through the stages of change.  Our discussion of these points
to the interplay between the process of change and building a scholarly basis to inform that process.
INSTITUTIONAL TRANSFORMATION AS
SCHOLARLY ACTIVITY:  THE CASE OF
PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY
Recently, William M. Sullivan asked "whether [American
higher education] has the ability and the will to respond
through leadership, institutional design, teaching, and re-
search, in creating a new form of intellectual life for the
public good” (Sullivan 1996).  In this paper we discuss the
case of one institution, Portland State University (PSU).  PSU
is in the midst of a transformation process that seeks to main-
tain the core values of the academy and connect those to
fundamental objectives such as raising the achievement lev-
els of students, expanding professional opportunities of the
faculty, and providing service to the community.  By com-
mitting itself to this strategy for institutional transformation,
Portland State University is engaged in a process of change
which responds to Sullivan's question with a resounding,
"of course."
     Reform in American higher education is not a defining
characteristic of many U. S. institutions.  Change most of-
ten takes place at the margins of these organizations, gener-
ally taking the form of piecemeal or isolated efforts that do
not change the overall direction or culture of the institution.
The "pilot program," the "experimental college," and iso-
lated centers or institutes are often the identifiers of such
marginal efforts which rarely become integrated within the
mainstream of the institution.  In addition to institutional
inertia, the capacity to respond to the challenges confront-
ing American higher education has also been affected by
the nearly 20 year pattern of reduction in public financial
support for higher education (AASCU Report to the States
1995).  This reduction of public support has both increased
the need for reform and reduced the means whereby it can
be accomplished.
     Policy-makers, employers, students, and families never-
theless continue to exert pressure on colleges and universi-
ties to place the student experience at the heart of institu-
tional concerns, to become productively involved with the
community, and to contribute to making America a society
that encourages learning throughout life (Kellogg Commis-
sion 1996).  In response, universities will be called upon to
make choices--often painful choices.
     The small number of institutions that are seriously en-
gaged in comprehensive institutional transformation are im-
portant cases that can be examined in order to learn what
conditions make comprehensive change possible and what
must be done to sustain extensive change, once it has be-
gun.  That there are so few examples in American higher
education of comprehensive institutional change, is indica-
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tive of the reality that the conditions for change include a
complex mix of internal and external factors.
     We have found that while the external environment pro-
vides an array of supportive and threatening messages, it is
the internal conditions which determine whether the institu-
tion will respond by committing to comprehensive change.
Portland State University is unusual because it has chosen
to respond to messages from the external environment not
by piecemeal or marginal adjustments, but by committing
the institution to comprehensive transformation, a transfor-
mation which is based upon a commitment to scholarship as
the basis for defining issues, deriving and selecting among
policy options, and as the foundation for examining the con-
sequences of what we have done.
     Our discussion of the changes taking place at Portland
State University begins with a summary of the change con-
text within American higher education.  In this section we
identify the importance of connections to the national con-
versation on institutional reform in higher education, fac-
ulty engagement with the change process, and need for co-
ordinated institutional leadership at the highest levels.  We
then set forth a conceptual framework developed for under-
standing the transformational efforts at Portland State Uni-
versity.  This is followed by a more in-depth discussion of
the change experience and the importance of a constant fo-
cus upon the interconnectedness of change within institu-
tional units.  This discussion includes an examination of three
generations of scholarly questions which have guided our
change activities.  Finally, we place the Portland State expe-
rience within the context of the challenges facing American
higher education as we move into the next century.
THE NATIONAL CONTEXT
While change in American higher education has been con-
tinuous, it is within the last twenty years that the role, mis-
sion, and place of higher education within American society
have been questioned, even challenged.  The centerpiece
for much of the criticism has been the curriculum and its
relation to student learning.  One of the major scholars of
American higher education, Jerry Gaff,  notes the following
events as providing the impetus for serious consideration of
curricular reform:
The current revival of general education started in
1977 with the confluence of three widely publicized
events.  The Carnegie Foundation for the Advance-
ment of Teaching declared "general education is a
disaster area," and that message was trumpeted across
the country.  The U.S. Commissioner of education
and his assistants, Ernest Boyer and Martin Kaplan,
called for a core curriculum in which students would
study issues common to all members of society; their
book carried the ominous title, Educating for Sur-
vival.  And the Task Force on the Core Curriculum
presented the Harvard college faculty with a proposal
to overhaul the general education program.  Each of
these events highlighted the need for general educa-
tion to be more than the loose distribution require-
ments that it had become at most colleges and uni-
versities (Gaff 1992:47).
     The curriculum and its relationship to student learning
has proven to be the continuing focus of institutional trans-
formation.  Institutional structures, resource allocation mod-
els, and faculty reward systems made it extraordinarily dif-
ficult for faculties to achieve even minimal consensus on
what ought to be the content of the curriculum and how the
curriculum will result in the achievement of student learn-
ing objectives.  The absence of wide agreement or faculty
commitment to university-wide objectives has resulted in
what Arthur Levine has termed the junkyard curriculum,  a
metaphor for curricular trends in American higher educa-
tion which in Levine's view threaten educational quality and
the ability of institutions to effectively respond to the seri-
ous choices posed by reductions of resources:
...the curriculum at most colleges and universities has
grown by accretion in a haphazard fashion for some
fifty years.  Today it is blurred and confused, mis-
shapen and bloated.  It has taken the appearance of a
junkyard, littered with the reforms of five decades
and the assorted legacies of 350 years of collegiate
history. ...The real problem is that at many schools
the curriculum lacks a purpose...the junkyard curricu-
lum hurts.  It is a liability to colleges in hard times.
It is not only expensive but it lacks educational merit.
A junkyard curriculum costs more to maintain than a
leaner more carefully thought out alternative.  A
junkyard curriculum has a leveling effect on quality.
It encourages mediocrity (l985:128).
It is both instructive and troubling that Levine's observa-
tions continue to be largely accurate descriptions of most
institutions, even though he was writing in 1985.
     In the influential report of the Wingspread Group on
Higher Education, An American Imperative: Higher Expec-
tations for Higher Education (1993), similar themes are
voiced by the several contributors.  The report sets forth
three core issues which are considered to be common chal-
lenges to all colleges and universities:
• taking values seriously;
• putting student learning first;
• creating a nation of learners (Wingspread  1993:7).
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There is little question that higher education must attend to
these challenges.  The issue is how to ensure that these chal-
lenges are addressed by institutional change process.
     Some recent observations by Jerry Gaff support the over-
all contention that for most colleges and universities change
does occur, but comprehensive transformation which is cen-
tered upon the curriculum continues to be found only in a
very few institutions.
Despite the substantial progress that has been made,
the undergraduate curriculum is, in many respects,
out of control. ....Too often the curriculum is designed
by asking faculty members two questions:  What do
you want to teach next year?  And are you making
any changes from this year's courses?  This is a sup-
ply-side approach driven by faculty interests rather
than a considered analysis of what students need to
be educated individuals....The United States offers
over 500 different types of baccalaureate degrees.
This very diversity begs the question of what a single
degree means (Gaff 1996:1-2).
     Gaff goes on to develop an important theme related to
the present discussion which focuses attention upon the in-
ternal conditions supportive of comprehensive reform:
Today we are seeing the confluence of two major
reform agendas.  We started with the educational im-
provement agenda driven by campus leaders who en-
vision a better way to educate students.  Today, this
improvement initiative is being joined by another ma-
jor initiative that seeks to improve management and
accountability of colleges and universities.  Until re-
cently, these two efforts have operated on different
tracks, and they have involved very different people.
The improvement agenda has been led on campus
by academic administrators and faculty members, and
they have been supported off-campus by foundations
and educational associations.  The accountability re-
form movement has been led on campus by presi-
dents, chief financial officers, planners, and asses-
sors; off-campus they have been encouraged by gov-
ernors and legislators, coordinating boards, and cor-
porate leaders.  Leaders of each of these reform agen-
das seldom talk with each other, read the same litera-
ture, or have the same ideas about how to change
campuses.  Experts in the improvement arena, almost
universally, have little standing or credibility with
leaders in the accountability arena, and vice versa
(Gaff 1996:2).
Gaff's insights provide important clues to the difficulties
experienced by many institutions as they attempt to engage
the arduous tasks associated with institutional transforma-
tion. He is also pointing us to an  important element neces-
sary for understanding the Portland State experience.
     In addition to the separate, sometimes conflicting educa-
tional improvement and institutional accountability move-
ments, is a third issue which influences institutional trans-
formation initiatives: faculty control over the curriculum.
Faculty culture and professional reward structures encour-
age even demand faculty to be at the cutting edge of the
discipline and, therefore, to develop curricula which sup-
port new research and  transmit new knowledge.  This has
meant an ever expanding curriculum to include the newest
intellectual developments without professional consideration
of costs, the overall student experience, or other practical
constraints.  Gaff observes:
Now we can see the bind that we currently are in.
The administration is held accountable for the pru-
dent use of resources.  But administrators have no
authority  over the curriculum or the rest of the aca-
demic program.  Indeed, after their bruising battles,
faculty have guarded their prerogatives jealously and
taught administrators not "to meddle" in the curricu-
lum.  It is a lesson administrators have learned well.
Most are gun shy about even raising curricular ques-
tions.  On the other hand, the faculty have authority
but no accountability (Gaff 1996:4).
     The observations of Jerry Gaff and Arthur Levine are
echoed by colleagues throughout the literature on change in
American higher education.  Over the past two decades
higher education has been severely and frequently castigated
for being detached from our community, unconcerned about
the education of our students, and unwilling to change in
ways that will lead to meaningful responses to the demands,
needs, and expectations of society.  To accomplish and sus-
tain comprehensive institutional transformation all compo-
nents of the institutions must be committed to the direction
and goals of the change.  Portland State University is one of
the few institutions which has been able to accomplish the
alignment of the critical institutional components necessary
for the comprehensive change process: faculty, academic
leadership, finance and administrative leadership, and stu-
dents.  As such it provides an important site for understand-
ing the foundations of successful change in higher educa-
tion, identifying lessons which might be applicable to other
institutions.
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THE CONTEXT FOR CHANGE AT PORT-
LAND STATE UNIVERSITY
Prior to 1990, Portland State University saw itself as an in-
stitution of higher education which happened to be located
in the largest urban center in Oregon.  While providing solid
academic experiences for its students and serving large num-
bers of persons in the metropolitan area, it did not have a
sense of itself as an institution with an important and dis-
tinctive role.  It was a university that was urban-located, not
an urban university that was intentionally linked to its com-
munity in mutually beneficial ways.  As such, the attempts
of Portland State University to reform its curriculum led to
piecemeal efforts and over time the curriculum aptly con-
formed to Levine's description of the junkyard curriculum.
Finally, it was an institution that was not engaged in the
higher education national discussions.  It largely ignored
those important conversations and was, not surprisingly,
largely ignored by them.
     Beginning in 1990, with the advent of significant leader-
ship change which would put in place a new president, vice-
president for finance and administration, and provost by
1992, the foundations for comprehensive reform were es-
tablished.  First, the new president led a strategic planning
process which resulted in an institutional mission which
stated:
The mission of Portland State University is to en-
hance the intellectual, social, cultural, and economic
qualities of urban life by providing access through-
out the life span to a quality liberal education for un-
dergraduates and an appropriate array of professional
and graduate programs especially relevant to the
metropolitan area.  The University will actively pro-
mote development of a network of educational insti-
tutions that will serve the community and will con-
duct research and community service to support a
high quality educational environment and reflect is-
sues important to the metropolitan area.
     At the same time, Oregon passed a property-tax limita-
tion which resulted in a significant decline of state support.
Thus, the institution was confronted with new leadership, a
clear mission, and an environment which at the same time
forced hard choices and was making increased demands upon
the university.  The response was to embark upon a course
which committed Portland State to comprehensive change
which was centered upon realizing its distinctive institutional
mission.
JOINING THE NATIONAL CONVERSATION
Among the first strategies for change implemented by the
new leadership was to place Portland State University into
the national discussion of institutional reform.  For example,
27 faculty attended the national conference of the Associa-
tion of American Colleges and Universities in January of
1993. The University would also be among the first cohort
of institutions participating in the institutional roundtable
discussions sponsored by The Pew Charitable Trusts.
     The conference event signaled change in and of itself.
What had been an experience reserved for administrators
was now extended to significant numbers of faculty.  The
impact was immediate and significant.  Faculty were now
aware of the national reform agenda and the research sup-
porting those positions.  This strategy made possible a rea-
soned, informed discussion among faculty and between fac-
ulty and administration.
     The Pew Roundtable discussions had similar conse-
quences, most importantly, providing a forum for faculty
and administrators to enter a conversation about the institu-
tion and its future.  Significantly, it also led to a sustained
presence in this and other national discussions, a position
never before open to PSU.  Thus, the institutional impact of
this participation extended far beyond the immediate con-
tent.  Involvement in the national conversation resulted in
the external validation of the institutional change strategies,
an outcome which was and continues to be extremely im-
portant.
General Themes
     Recently, the University of Pennsylvania’s Institute for
Research on Higher Education (1996) published a summary
of the major themes that have been addressed in the first six
years of the Pew Roundtables.  These themes should sound
familiar to many and have been embedded within the change
process at Portland State University.  Three general themes
have emerged:
• The need to ensure continued financial viability and con-
tinued support from an institution's external constituencies.
A common repertoire has emerged among the roundtable
institutions.  Most of us are: (1) achieving greater adminis-
trative and service efficiencies; (2) increasing student reten-
tion by providing more effective services and by changing
our curriculum to promote a learning community; (3) pro-
viding educational access for an increasingly diverse stu-
dent body; and, (4) serving the needs of the region more
effectively through partnerships with other organizations and
other means.
• The need to focus on the enhancement of curriculum and
pedagogy and on the fostering of successful student learn-
ing.  This is being accomplished on various campuses by:
(1) addressing changes in students' educational needs that
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result from the expectations of employers and that relate to
a broader range of educational backgrounds, student back-
grounds, and learning styles; (2) introducing technology to
extend and enhance the range of learning opportunities avail-
able to students on and off campus; (3) utilizing the curricu-
lum, both the major and general education, to create oppor-
tunities for integration and application of knowledge; and,
(4) supporting innovative approaches to teaching and learn-
ing, including ways to work both within and across academic
department lines to promote collaboration.
• The need to foster an institutional culture that is more con-
ducive to change and capable of overcoming barriers to ac-
tion.  Approaches to this task have included: (1) supporting
campus traditions and core academic values while overcom-
ing structural or cultural barriers on campus that make change
difficult; (2) clarifying institutional missions to create a stron-
ger foundation for decision-making; (3) increasing the aware-
ness and understanding of changes occurring both in soci-
ety at large and on the campus itself and opening up better
communication on campus in order to promote a stronger
sense of trust, shared identity and purpose; (4) rethinking
faculty roles and rewards in the context of the specific insti-
tutional mission and campus priorities; (5) improving the
quality of campus decision-making, including overhauling
the structure of campus governance to make it simpler and
less time consuming; and, (6) aligning budget decisions with
departmental and institutional priorities.
     Explorations of these general themes have led to grow-
ing support for reform in higher education over the past two
years.  Several foundations and associations have developed
programs intended to build networks of colleges and uni-
versities that are actively pursuing change.  Portland State
University is a participant in projects, including:
• the American Council on Education-W. K. Kellogg
Foundation two-year project on "Leadership and In-
stitutional Transformation."
• the W. K. Kellogg Foundation Network for Institu-
tional Transformation, which includes PSU, the
University of Arizona, Olivet College, and Alverno
College.
• the Pew Charitable Trusts Leadership Award for
the Renewal of Undergraduate Education, which we
share with Rennselaer Polytechnic Institute and
Alverno College.
• the Kellogg Commission on the Future of State and
Land-Grant Universities.
• the Pew Charitable Trusts and American Associa-
tion of Higher Education-Education Trust K-16 re-
form initiative.
     Throughout its comprehensive institutional transforma-
tion experience, the involvement of Portland State in the
national discussion and participation in national change
projects has been an important component of our success.
The institution has benefited from the access to scholarly
work, the experiences of others, and has contributed to the
body of knowledge about institutional change in American
higher education.
     Our own process of reform has had a clear relationships
to the national educational agenda.  This relationship has
been an important source of validation and encouragement
for our faculty, staff, and students who have been willing to
spend time on issues that are not generally rewarded in the
academy, namely comprehensive educational reform.  This
participation has also brought together the two conversa-
tions about accountability and curriculum that are so often
separate (Gaff 1996:4).
CHANGE AT PSU: A CONCEPTUAL FRAME-
WORK
Transformational efforts at Portland State University can be
described as a five stage process (Ramaley, 1996).  The stages
are:  (1) making the case for change and choosing the first
project; (2) expanding the scope of change;  (3) making con-
nections and sustaining the change process; (4) rebalancing
the campus to support different ways of doing things that
accompany the core changes; and, (5) reflection upon the
significance of the changes that have taken place including
the collection of evidence to demonstrate the impact of the
work.
     While the central and most visible component of our in-
stitutional transformation is the reform of the general edu-
cation curriculum, the context for that effort was provided
by the actions taken in the first stage of the transformation
process.  Guided by the recently completed strategic plan,
the first project was the restructuring of administrative units,
a process which included implementation of quality man-
agement practices and resulted in significant changes in or-
ganization and procedures within finance and administra-
tion units.
     This proved to have consequences beyond those organi-
zations immediately impacted.  To use Jerry Gaff's termi-
nology the accountability organizations on campus were in
the midst of significant reform when the change agenda
moved to focus upon transformation issues related to edu-
cational improvement.  A key factor contributing to the suc-
cess at PSU is that administrative leaders responsible for
educational improvement and those whose purview encom-
passed units related to institutional accountability learned
to work together as a team.  The result was that institutional
leadership understood both agendas as integral to institu-
tional transformation and that reform in both areas required
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the cooperation of all units to be successful.
     The second stage, expanding the scope of the change,
began in the Fall of 1992 when the Provost sought faculty
volunteers to consider inter-disciplinary programs and to de-
velop a purpose and curricular model for general education.
The decision to study the undergraduate experience and to
examine the general education curriculum resulted from what
appeared at the outset to be a routine administrative ques-
tion:  "Why do so few of our entering undergraduate stu-
dents graduate from Portland State University?"  This ques-
tion began a process of inquiry and scholarly examination
of the curriculum and the student experience which has re-
sulted five years later in a comprehensive, collaborative and
deeply community-based change agenda that has brought
fundamental transformation to the University.
University Studies: The Reform of General Education
     The general education working group began its work in
January of 1993 and soon became aware of the national dis-
cussion and the significant body of research on student learn-
ing, curricular organization, and pedagogy.  It also benefited
from the scholarship of other groups examining issues of
retention and the student experience at Portland State Uni-
versity.  These simultaneous inquiries into student learning
and the student experience were brought together by the
working group which applied that work to the development
of the new general education program (see White 1994).
     The faculty group reviewed existing literature and
changed their focus from considering change at the margins
of the distribution requirements to a scholarly effort meant
to place student learning at the center of the curriculum and
its delivery.  The traditional distribution model required stu-
dents to sample courses from the humanities, sciences, and
social sciences along with academic foundations courses
which were unconnected to the rest of the curriculum.  This
outmoded curricular model was rejected as a meaningful
approach to undergraduate education and replaced with a
new model with a clear purpose and goals:  the University
Studies Program.
The purpose of the general education program at Port-
land State University is to facilitate the acquisition
of the knowledge, abilities, and attitudes which will
form a foundation for life-long learning among its
students.  This foundation includes the capacity and
the propensity to engage in inquiry and critical think-
ing, to use various forms of communication for learn-
ing and expression, to gain an awareness of the
broader human experience and its environment, and
appreciate the responsibilities of persons to them-
selves, to each other, and to community.
     To accomplish this purpose the working group proposed
a four-year course of study consisting of the following:
Freshman Inquiry.  A year-long thematic course fo-
cused on an interdisciplinary topic, taught by a team
of five faculty members with small group work led
by student "peer mentors."  Freshman Inquiry intro-
duces different modes of inquiry and builds the tools
for success in college and lifelong learning.
Sophomore Inquiry.  A more advanced interdiscipli-
nary course. Graduate student mentors lead small
group sessions.  Sophomore Inquiry provides a bridge
to upper-division course work in a thematic area of
the student's choice.
Upper-Division Clusters.  These consist of themati-
cally linked courses designed to offer students an
integrated educational experience growing out of the
thematic area selected in Sophomore Inquiry and
drawing upon multiple disciplines.  The Clusters al-
low students to explore the chosen area outside their
major in greater depth.
Senior Capstone.  Interdisciplinary student teams led
by a faculty member conduct a community-based
project over a minimum of two academic terms.  The
Capstone provides students the opportunity to apply
what they have learned in their major to solve a "real
life" problem, using a team approach that prepares
them for post-graduate work or career entry.
     As the working group conducted the research and devel-
oped its proposal, several open forums were held during the
Spring of 1993.  The full proposal was written over the sum-
mer and presented to the University community at an all
campus forum in September, 1993.  The process of continu-
ous communication, ongoing scholarship as the basis for
responding to questions and objections, and a constant fo-
cus on student learning resulted in the proposal being ap-
proved by the Faculty Senate in November 1993 by a vote
of 37-9.  In the Fall of 1994 the first Freshman Inquiry courses
were offered.
     With the implementation of the University Studies cur-
riculum we moved to the third stage of the transformation
process.  To sustain comprehensive reform of the curricu-
lum, it has been necessary to strengthen connections among
campus organizations which previously had marginal or even
antagonistic relationships.  The new curriculum is based upon
building learning communities of students, mentors, and
faculty. It requires that student affairs personnel become in-
volved with academic programs in new ways in order to
support the students and to support the faculty who are es-
tablishing different relationship patterns with students.  In-
formation technology which had previously been focused
more on administrative work became a key element of stu-
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dent learning. The success of the curriculum required a new
technology environment on campus and technical support
for the faculty and students who utilize the new computing
and information services.
     The campus is also examining additional curriculum re-
form issues as we continue to focus upon student learning
outcomes.  One important issue concerns how the major field
of study should related to the purpose and goals of liberal
education and to the new general education curriculum.   This
issue poses a new set of research questions leading to pos-
sible new configurations of courses and faculty activity.  The
new clarity of the University Studies program has placed
pressure on the major, which often suffers from the same
junkyard syndrome and has stimulated a review of the goals,
purposes, and design of the undergraduate major.  Nothing
less than full campus involvement with student learning is
required to fully implement the curricular transformation and
to create a coherent undergraduate experience.
     The fourth phase of the change process involves rebal-
ancing the campus to adjust to different ways of doing things
that accompany the core changes.  A thread that runs through-
out the transformation is faculty support.  Faculty are being
asked to teach in new ways, to integrate technology, and to
involve themselves and their students in community-based
learning.
     To sustain and support these efforts the Center for Aca-
demic Excellence (CAE) was established in 1995.  The Cen-
ter is charged with providing a range of faculty develop-
ment activities including technology workshops, explora-
tions of assessment strategies, and development of teaching
portfolios.  CAE is also charged with being the liaison be-
tween the University and the community and to provide part-
nerships as faculty seek to identify community partners and
include community work across the curriculum.
     The change process also necessitated a review of promo-
tion and tenure guidelines.  Because faculty had been asked
to assume new roles and to contribute to the mission of the
University in different ways, it was essential to make corre-
sponding changes in the institutional reward and recogni-
tion structure.  New promotion and tenure guidelines were
adopted by the Faculty Senate in Spring, 1996, and are be-
ing implemented during the current academic year.  These
guidelines expand the definition of scholarship to include
work in areas outside one's discipline including the scholar-
ship of teaching.
     Clearly, many adjustments and realignments have already
been necessary and many more remain in the rest of the un-
dergraduate curriculum and in graduate education.  In par-
ticular, faculty and students who have explored new instruc-
tional perspectives and cross-departmental collaboration in
University Studies will be returning to traditionally struc-
tured academic programs and departments with desires for
continued reform.  These students and faculty will have new
expectations.  The learning communities that we have cre-
ated at both the undergraduate and graduate levels are plac-
ing new demands on our campus infrastructure and our bud-
get.  Every aspect of this campus is slowly adjusting in re-
sponse to the changing ways in which faculty, staff, students
and community participants now interact.
     The pressures created by organizational restructuring re-
quire that we demonstrate the significance of what we have
accomplished and that we begin to understand the intended
and unintended consequences of the genie we have un-
leashed.  This reflection, the fifth stage of the change pro-
cess, is now a critical set of activities necessary for the con-
tinued sustainability of our institutional transformation.
     Beginning in 1995 groups of faculty working with the
Center for Academic Excellence developed the framework
for addressing issues related to the assessment of student
learning and the student experience.  We are evaluating the
impact of our new curriculum on faculty, students, commu-
nity participants, and the university as a whole.  By holding
ourselves to high standards of evidence, we hope to con-
vince ourselves and others that these curricular changes are
really working.
     We have learned, for example, that students describing
their reactions to community based learning tend to empha-
size its strong and long-lasting impact. They also describe a
sharp contrast between their other classes and these inquiry-
based and community-based courses.  One student stated,
"In school it always seems to be a solitary experience.  You,
the teacher, the test, the project.  This was a good learning
experience for me!"  Another student reported, "...last year,
I came to class for two hours and 50 minutes and then I left
it in class.  But this stays with you and I'm always thinking
about it, as I ride the bus to school."
     Our faculty experience the differences also.  One faculty
member said, "I am struck and impressed and moved by
what [the students] come away with, what they learned."
After the extraordinary experiences of University Studies,
our first group of faculty participants will clearly not be sat-
isfied to return to business as usual.
     As Portland State has moved through the stages of the
change process it has become apparent that we are never
completely finished with any of these stages.  Rather, as we
become more deeply involved, the issues may change, the
connections clarified, the need to rebalance and shift to an-
other institutional issue, and our reflection may cause us to
examine our premises and begin anew.  What has not changed
is the commitment to student learning and to engaging the
University with the community.
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CHANGE AS A SCHOLARLY ACTIVITY: NEW
ROLES AND RELATIONSHIPS
A hallmark of the institutional transformation of Portland
State University is that change is understood to be a schol-
arly activity, based upon inquiry, research, evidence, and
analysis.  By this we mean that organizational challenges
are best understood by examination through a scholarly re-
search process.  The role of administration is to ask key ques-
tions and point to policy directions.  The exploration of the
problem and recommendations for change are the responsi-
bilities of faculty and staff.  During the five years that have
passed since we initiated our change process we have dealt
with two generations of scholarly questions and are begin-
ning to address a third.
     The first generation of questions centered on whether we
needed to change our curriculum, and if so, why (White
1994).  This work began with an administrative question
related to the graduation rates of Portland State students.
This spawned research on student retention by one group of
faculty.  These researchers compared student retention rates
at PSU with those from institutions with similar urban pro-
files.  They asked whether our retention rates were gener-
ally characteristic of these urban institutions or were more a
distinctive characteristic of PSU.  The discovery that PSU
was unlike other urban institutions spurred further inquiry
into the student experience to find possible explanations.
     Another group of faculty was sent by the University to
attend the annual meeting of the American Association of
Colleges (AAC), now called the American Association of
Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) where they were able
to interact with scholars whose research focused upon stu-
dent learning, the student experience, and curriculum.  The
combination of these efforts shifted an administrative ques-
tion to a scholarly question:  "What will promote student
success at Portland State University?"  In fact, this research
continues as we understand more deeply the interrelation-
ships among the curriculum,  student experience, and stu-
dent success.  The product of this combination of elements
was the beginning of a distinctive feature of change at PSU-
-change is scholarly work, not administrative work and, if it
is to be comprehensive, it must be centered in the student
experience and in the curriculum (Reardon & Ramaley
1996).
     The second generation of questions had to do with how
to launch the restructuring process, first in our administra-
tive units and then within our academic programs.  During
this phase we have created support for new faculty and staff
development activities and are evaluating the consequences
of introducing faculty to new technologies and new peda-
gogical techniques and curricular designs, from both the fac-
ulty and the student perspectives.  We are also examining
the support requirements of our increasingly community-
based curriculum clarifying what faculty and students need
to be successfully engaged in research and learning in the
community.
     The third generation of questions relate to how we can
sustain and support the campus-wide change and understand
the consequences of what we have begun.  The answers to
these questions will require the invention of new assessment
strategies (Driscoll, Holland, Gelmon & Kerrigan 1996), the
creation of a new approach to managing the campus budget,
and new definitions of faculty and staff roles and responsi-
bilities (Johnson & Wamser 1996).  We also need to design
and maintain new infrastructure to support different work-
ing relationships and the exchange of information and re-
sources across traditional campus boundaries.  The Center
for Academic Excellence and the University Studies faculty
teams have initiated systematic analysis of these issues.
     Our approach depends upon a deep respect for diverse
scholarly work, including the application of scholarship to
the study of our change process itself.  In our definition of
scholarship as a component of our promotion and tenure
guidelines, we have studied the effect of five elements of
scholarship that interact with each other (Johnson & Wamser
1996).  These critical dimensions of scholarly work include:
scholarly activities (what faculty and students do), the ex-
pression of scholarship (how faculty and students approach
their scholarly work), the motivation of scholarship (why
faculty engage in scholarship), quality (how well is the schol-
arly work done), and significance (who benefits from the
work).
     Each of these components is essential as we begin to ask
the third generation of questions related to the impact of
what we have done and the necessity of beginning to trace
the longer-term consequences of what we are doing.  Al-
though individual conversations strongly suggest that our
experiment is working, we need to test our assumptions much
more thoroughly.
     Our scholarly habits can also contribute to our ability to
sustain our change efforts.  Peter Senge (1990) has described
the effects of a creative tension between a clearly articu-
lated vision and a strong grasp of reality.  As he puts it, "Cre-
ative tension comes from seeing clearly where we want to
be, our 'vision,' and telling the truth about where we are, our
'current reality'. "  Senge points out that "the most powerful
learning comes from direct experience" but the "core learn-
ing dilemma that confronts organizations" is that "we learn
best from experience but we never directly experience the
consequences of many of our most important decisions."
The third generation of questions which we have begun the
process of answering are important precisely because they
are directed toward understanding and defining the conse-
quences of the most important decisions.
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CLOSING THOUGHTS AND FUTURE DIREC-
TIONS
In our reflection upon the PSU experience we have identi-
fied a number of internal requisites and external supports
for the institutional transformation we have undertaken.  The
importance of unity at the highest levels of institutional lead-
ership (collaboration of the education reform and account-
ability leaders); the participation in the national conversa-
tion; and the scholarly foundation of change emerge as domi-
nant themes.  It is also clear that we are in the midst of a
process that will continue well into the next century.
     To be successful, this institution must continue to be com-
mitted to the notion that change is not self-contained.  The
Aspen Institute Forum on Communications and Society re-
cently outlined the elements that must be in place if we are
to reform education to address the needs of our rapidly chang-
ing world.  We must rethink the role of "education"--the in-
stitutionalized system that we have designed to promote
learning--and recognize that learning takes place in many
environments both within and outside our formal educational
institutions.  To create a learning society where learning
occurs throughout life, we must place learning at the center
of our thinking, rather than educational systems or our own
particular institution per se, and establish a learning envi-
ronment created by "the effective collaboration of individu-
als and organizations in government, business, foundations,
the nonprofit sector, communities, and educational institu-
tions” (Garmer & Firestone 1996).
     It is becoming clear that deep change requires a loosen-
ing of role constraints and a blurring of boundaries of re-
sponsibilities and control.  This will not be an easy task in
our universities, where faculty culture and expectations of-
ten make collective action and responsibility difficult and
limit the impact of any centrally exercised leadership.  The
keystone concepts of the change strategy at PSU--collabo-
ration, innovation, and partnerships--have implications for
how work gets done and the roles that each of us play and
require the development of a new repertoire of collective
activities that are not commonly found in university tradi-
tions where "the departmental curriculum committee, the
search committee for the vacant billet in Biology, the School
appointment and promotion committee are the critical or-
gans of choice for the modern research university” (Kennedy
1994).
     We have spent a great deal of creative time and energy
thinking about faculty roles and the development of broader
definitions of scholarship that can support the complex range
of work associated with an urban university.  We have not
yet begun to address the equally far-reaching implications
of the urban mission for administrative and staff roles and
how faculty and administration will interact with each other.
Perhaps these issues will form the core of the fourth genera-
tion of questions to be addressed as we continue our institu-
tional transformation.
     Donald Kennedy (1994) predicts that the scale of change
necessary to respond to the challenges of the 21st century
will require new coalitions between effective campus lead-
ers and their faculties.  The recent work of Jerry Gaff (1996)
argues even more forcefully for a rethinking and reconsti-
tuting of the authority and accountability relationships be-
tween faculty and administration.  From the early experi-
ence of Portland State University, we can predict that these
powerful coalitions will be possible if change is treated as
scholarly work and if faculty and administrators engage in
exemplary scholarship together, supported, as Donald
Kennedy suggests, by unusually sensitive governing boards
who are willing to encourage the kind of "deep reconstruc-
tion" that fundamental change will require.
     Administrators, in turn, will have to overcome "a form
of isolation that is difficult to avoid, putting in its stead a
new level of trust in joint planning processes with faculty."
These joint planning processes, we would add, are based on
a genuine culture of evidence and excellent scholarship about
the change process itself and its consequences.  "And for
the faculty, it will mean surrendering some important tradi-
tions of autonomy and collegial comity” (Kennedy, 1994).
Institutions that undertake this task may experience diffi-
culties, but they will have created the conditions that will
place them in the lead of the transformational change move-
ment.  Institutions that hold themselves to high standards of
honesty and that are able to make the difficult choices that
will distinguish the important from the merely desirable, will
outdistance the rest, but, we hope, will lead the way for oth-
ers to join them.
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